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ABSTRACT 

The study examines the extent to which categorical 
differences exist in the qualitative nature of instruction for mildly 
handicapped students. Interviews and observations were conducted of 
30 learning disabled (LD) , 32 emotionally-behaviorally disturbed 
(EBD) , and 30 educable mentally retarded (EMR) students in grades 
2-4. Instruction was evaluated in terms of six instructional clusters 
based on principles of effective instruction: (1) instructional 
planning, (2) instructional presentation, (3) checking for student 
understanding, (4) task relevance, (5) practice, and (6) feedback. In 
general, the average ratings on the instructional clusters were high 
for all groups. Quality of instruction was very similar for LD and 
EBD groups. Instruction of EMR students, however, was rated lower on 
checking for student understanding, instructional presentation, and 
task relevance. The study raises questions concerning the value of 
classifying students and suggests more emphasis on monitoring the 
effectiveness of instruction for each student's progress* (DB) 
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Abstrdi : 



[he extent to whicfi cateyorical differences exist in the qualitative nature 
of instruction for mildly handicapped students in special education was 
exdinmed. Interviews and observations were conducted for 30 LD, 32 EBD, and 30 
[MR students. LD and EBD students' instruction was similar on six instructional 
clusters. EMR students' instruction was rated significantly lower than 10 or 
CBD students' instruction on three instructional clusters. Implications for 
categorical practices in special education are discussed. 
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The Qualitative Nature of Instruction for Mentally Retarded, 
Learning Disabled, and Emotionally Disturbed Elementary 
Students in Special Education Settings 

Classification practices in special education are premised on the belief 
that different kinds of handicapped students benefit differentially from 
different kinds of instruction. Increasing numbers o"" professionals are 
questioning classification practices and/or their results (e.g., Reynolds, Wang, 
& Walberg, 1987; Will, 1986; Ysseldyke, 1987). High rates for special class 
placement occur (Algozzine, Christenson, & Ysseluyke, 1982) despite considerable 
concern over tfie extent to which decisions are data based (Ysseldyke, Algozzine, 
Richey, & Graden, 1982). Furtner, decisions are made with an over-reliance on 
psycnoi.ietric instruments (Ysseldyke & Christenson, 1987), despite limited 
evidence on the extent to which such data are able to reliably discriminate 
between mildly handicapped students and students who are not performing well in 
school (Hallahan, Keller, & Ball, 1986; Ysseldyke, Algozzine, Shinn, 4 McGue, 
198;^). In general, current assessment practices have led to widespread 
Lhissif icdtion of students or description of students' needs without leading to 
intervention and change. 

Assessment information is used to classify students, but often is not 
considered to be instructional ly relevant (Fuchs I Fuchs, 1986). The 
classification of mildly handicapped students has been criticized because it 
does not lead lo treatinent specific interventions and, in fact, may lend to 
di :>j()intedness in educational programtning tnat results in reduced instructional 
qudhty (Reynolds et a1., 1987). At a time when categorical labeling practices 
dte questioned, it is important to know whether different kinds of students 
pldu'd in special education receive different instruction. 
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We have been engaged in a decade of research that examines the quantitative 
nature uf instruction for elementary students. Specifically, we have examined 
the nature of the instructional ecology (i.e., time allocated to activities, 
instructional tasks, and teaching structures) for learning disabled (LD), 
emot lond) ly-di sturbed (EBD), mentally handicapped (EMR), and nonhandicapped (NH) 
students and the nature of these students' responses to instruction (i.e., 
active academic responding time, academic engaged time, inappropriate responses, 
task management responses). In general, our research on the quantitative nature 
ot instruction raises questions about the validity of differential 
cldssif ication practices. For instance, there are minimal differences among 
cdteqories of students in how time is allocated to variou^ activities across the 
total school day (Ysseldyke, Thurlow, Christenson, & Weiss, 1987). 
S iqn ! t icantly less time was allocated to academic instruction for EMR students 
served in self-contained classes than for LD, EBD, NH, and EMR students served 
in resource rooms, A greater proportion of time was allocated to academic 
activities in special education than in regular education. Second, our findings 
i.ugyest that the same instructional tasks are being used with handicapped and 
nonhond 1 capped students, as well as with different types of handicapped students 
(Ysseldyke, Christenson, Thurlow, & Bakewell, in press). Specifically, there 
were no differences between LD, EBD, and EMR students in special education 
settings in the proportion of time spent in readers, paper tasks (workbooks, 
worksheets, paper and pencil tasks), and other media. In the special education 
set tiny, EMR self-contained students spent significantly more time engaged in 
t edcher-f ocused tasks (listening to lectures and teacher-student discussion). 
Third, for all handicapped students, a much greater percentage of special 
education time than of mainstream time is spent in small group and individual 
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ttMchmq structures (Ysseldyke, Thurlow, Christenson & McVicar, in press). Only 
FMR students served in self-contained classrooms spent a greater proportion of 
sp(>ri(il education tune in entire group instruction. However, it was concluded 
tnat this cdtegoricdl effect was a function of the way in which service was 
provided (self-contained classroom vs. resource room), rather than a function of 
the FMK categorical designation. ^^inally, there are few differences among 
Cdtegories in student responses to instruction (Ysseldyke, Christenson, Thurlow, 
& Skiua, 1987). Analyses of handicapped students' responses to instruction as a 
function of handicap category and setting (regular or special) revealed 
consistent setting effects. 

Handicapped students' active academic responding and academic engaged time 
rates were higher in special education classrooms than in mainstream classrooms; 
tfiere were no differences among the groups of handicapped students in special 
education. In terms of categorical differences, EMR-sel f -contai ned students 
sptMit a greater proportiofi of time in task management responses and LO students 
spent a greater proportion of time in looking for materials than did 
TMR-resource students. Clearly, the lack of differences among categories 
su'jgi'sts tfiat instructional ecology variables and student responding patterns 
provide little basis for current classification practices with mildly 
hand i capped students . 

rn(,^ quantity of instructional time is only one v;ay to look at instructional 

experiences for students. Time is a necessary but not sufficient condition for 

improving student achievement. Several researchers echo the need to investigate 

other factors. Consider the following: 

Tne value of future classroom research will improve if more attention 
IS placed upon the qual i ty of instruction and if research becomes more 
integrative, examining the teacher, students, and particular 
curriculum tasks in specific contexts. (Good, 1983, p. 129) 

ERIC 
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(lI'MT'ly ]t lb the quality more than the quantity of schooling which 
i.'f.l serves as an eoucational and research focus. Quality of 
sihooliny includes not only time on task, but time well spent. It 
dKo includes, however, time spent on teaching practices such as 
en( ouraytMiient , corrective feedback with guidance, small group 
discussiuns, individualization, and students involvement in their own 
I'duLdtion; but not idle praise, corrective feedback without guidance, 
rambliny verbal interactions, busywork as a controlled device, or 
tuktMi student dec i s i on mak i ng . (Sirotnik, 1983, p. 26) 

We do not believe it should be a quantitative v_s qualitative issue with regard 

to Uh>t ruct lonal time. Rather, as Carroll (1984) poignantly reminds us, it is 

w}i(it fi<ij)[)ons during tfie time allowed for learning that is important. Student 

<iptitutios rur learning can possibly be unproved through proper use of time. 

for qualitative nature of instruction for handicapped students has been 

invrstiqated recently by Sindelar, Smith, Harriman, Hale, and Wilson (1986) and 

hy Alqo/zine, Morsink, and Algozzine (1986). In their investigation of 

tfM(hors' instructional befiavior and effectiveness in special education settings 

tor tji <\m\ TMR elementary students, Sindelar et al . (1986) concluded that the 

cl''qrf(' to wtiich tfie teacher was an active participant throughout the 

insi r ii( I lo.nal period was highly relaced to reading achievement gain for 

hand I « appou .Lidentb. Of particular relevance to our study is that the 30 

ttvnrh'rs used instructional time differently for LD and EV|R students. ^MR 

siudt'fiis spent a greater proportion of allocated time in teacher-directed 

instrujciion that invol;ed teacher presentation of material, teacher questioning, 

studrMil questionuu , corrective feedback, teacher reinforcement, making 

<iss iqnric'iLs and inoniLonng. LD students worked directly with their teachers 

iliirifu) 40% of actual instructional time and ^MR students did so during 60% of 

<i( I instructional time. In addition, only LD students' reading achievement 

qam w.i. related to observed classmates' interactions with teachers. The 

authors qualified their conclusion that teacliers taught ^MR and LO students 
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{)! f r ererit ly and that their students responded differently to certain 
instructional activities by indicating a need for replication of their findings. 
Alq()//irie (^t al. (1986) conducted classroom observations in special education 
classrooms for students classified under three different labels: learning 
(lisdbled, educable mentally retarded, and emotionally disturbed (ED). They 
touru) no differences among teachers of ED, EMR, and LH students in the variety 
ol instructional strategies used, effective structuring and use of student time, 
otfective questioning, provision of feedback, effective management strategies, 
and active student involvement. The only difference revealed was that teachers 
01 TMR studt^nts modified instruction less than teachers of ED students. 

The purpose of this study was to compare the qualitative nature of 
instruction in special education for different kinds of handicapped students. 
What occurs during time spent learning in special education is important for 
uruJi-rstanai ng handicapped students' instructional experiences. This report 
dddrt'sses the question: To what extent are there differences in the qualitative 
nature ot instruction for mildly handicapped students labeled learning disabled 
(in), eniot lonal ly-Dehavi oral ly disturbed (EBD), and educable mentally retarded 
(EMK) in special education settings (resource rooins, special classes)? 

Method 

Subjoc ts 

Subjects were 92 school -ident if led handicapped students (30 LD, 32 EBD, 30 
f Mr( ) troi.i urban and suburban school districts in grades 2-4 (with the exception 
ot one student in grade 5). Fifty students (57%) were from the suburban 
district and 42 (43%) were from the urban district. The students' 
cldssif icdt ions (LD, EBD, EMR) were verified by tneir special education 
lo.iLtiers. Iden* if icat ion of LD students presented no problem in either 
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iiish'Ki. Specific [)etiavioral descriptors were used as guidelines for 
uliMiMtyuKj EBD and E'^R students. EBD siudents were described as students who 
havr (nrofiic task iincoinpletiori problems, acting out, behavior difficulties, or 
suLidl uiterdction difficulties severe enough to impede academic performance, 
EMR students were described as students who are functionally academically 
retarded in all four basic skill areas. Most of the students received their 
basic skill instruction within special education settings. In some instances, 
sltidrrits cameo two labels (e.g., LD and ESD). In those cases, students were 
selected on uhe Dasis of their primary classification. 

Student demographic data for grade, sex, and race appear in Table I. The 
thiee vjiuups of Students were fairly evenly distributed across grades 2-4 and 
were similar .n racial characteristics. More LD and EBD students were male; 
slujfiLly mure EMR student: were female. Racial distributions were similar 
<Kross (^(iteyor 1 es . Age data indicated that the students ranged in age from 91 
to Hb iriuntl>s. The average for ID student^, was 113 months (range = 91-136 
iiiofitfis); the average age for E80 students was 115 months (range = 97-137 
:iu)titfis); and tne average age for EMR students was 119 months (range = 99-146 
months ) . 

Participating teachers included 24 special education teachers. The inean 
nuiiiL)»>r years teacfnng experience was 15 years (range - 2-30 years). All 
te(i.:ners vvere feiiiale. The majority of teachers held bachelor degrees plus 
additiuiidl credits (n ^ 10; 41.7%) or master's degrees (n = 5; 25.0%)- Three 
teacJit^rs {U.b%) field a bachelor's degree only, while 5 teachers (20.8%) held a 
inastur's degree plus additional credits. 



Table 1 

Student Oeiiiographic Inforniation by Category^ 



LD E3D EMR 

(N=3U) (N=32) (N=30) 



Grdde 

2 11 (36.7) 8 (25.0) 10 (33.3) 

3 8 (26.7) 12 (37.5) 7 (23.3) 

4 11 (36.7) 12 (37.5) 12 (40.0) 

5 0 --- 0 — 1 ( 3.3) 

Sex 

Male 20 (65.7) 22 (68.8) 13 (43.3) 

Fe die 10 (33.3) 10 (31.3) 17 (56.7) 



mack 


8 


(26 


7) 


12 


(37. 


5) 


7 


(23. 


3) 


Asian 


1 


( 3 


3) 


0 






2 


( 6. 


7) 


Whi te 


21 


(70 


0) 


19 


(59 


1) 


20 


(66 


7) 


H 1 spanic 


0 






0 






0 






Native American 


0 






1 


( 3 


3) 


0 






Other/Blank 


0 






0 






1 


( 3 


3) 



^Fritries represent frequencies and percentages (in parentheses) for 
each category: LD = learning disabled, FBO = emotionally/ 
behaviorally disturbed, and EMR = educable mentally retarded. 



ro.iLhers dticJ students were volunteer participants in the study. Students 
w(MH» Tdndomly selected within category with two restrictions: (a) parent 
peniiibsion for student participation, and (b) no mainstream teacher would have 
iiiort^ titan two students and no special education teacher would have more than 
tour students involved in the study unless willing to do so. 
ObsiM^Vdt ion System 

Tne Instructional Environment Scale (lES) describes the qualitative nature 
ot instruction for an individual student. lES is a comprehensive system 
involvmy classroom observation, teacher interview, and student interview prior 
to completing a 40-itein qualitative rating scale about principles of effective 
instruction. The observer rated each item on a four point Likert-type scale 
indicdtincj the degree to which the statement is characteristic of the target 
student's instruction. The ratings range from "very much like the student's 
instruction" to "not at all like the student's instruction." Observers could 
dKo select NA (not applicable) for 5 items or ? (can't tell) for all items. 
Oh'.tTvi'rs were trained to rate each item using the four point Likert-type scale; 
only If) clearly specified situations could tney select NA (Ysseldyke, 
Ctin ^t (^nson, McVicar, Bakewell, & Thurlow, 1986). 

Tue teacher interview is comprised of 20 questions about those areas more 
difficult to understand through observation only (e.g., instructional planning 
d(H:)si()ns). On average, the interview took 30 minutes to complete, the range 
w«is from ?[) to 45 minutes. The student interview included eight questions about 
tru' student's perceptions of the tasks assigned and also provided data on the 
student's success rate for the assignments during the second day of observation. 
Four of the questions were presented in either three or four point Likert-type 
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tonikit, these were accompanied by cartoon-like pictures to aid the students' 

urult rstaruli ng of the ratings, 

Ol)M'rverb 

Six data collectors were responsible for the majority of the instructional 
rdtingb. Substitute observers used for reasons of sickness, make-up 
ob<.ervat ions, or scheduling difficulties, were project staff members who had 
c nducted observer training sessions and monitored the regular data collectors. 
The regular data collectors were all females who had been selected from a pool 
or lOU male and female applicants who had responded to an ad in a local 
newspaper. A prerequisite for consideration was that the applicant be willing 
to work on a ^'ariable, almost "on-call" schedule and that he/she be open-minded 
and not stroi ^ly opinionated about educational issues. The goal was to minin^ize 
biases that might be brought to the classroom setting. Screening tests and a 
perbonal nterview with two project staff meinL>ers were used as the final steps 
in selection. 

Of the six selected data collectors, five had completed college and three 
were rormer teachers. Previous employment for all observers varied greatly, 
including sales, clerical, education, foster parent, business owner, and social 
worker. All but two observers had a child or children in elementary or 
secondary schools. Observers did not work in schools in which their children 
were enrol 1 ed , 
Procedures 

Training of lES observers in the observation and interview system was 
accoi.ipl ished through the use of the lES training manual (Ysseldyke et al,, 
1986). Training required ooservers to read materials, to learn definitions for 
eacri item, and to integrate multiple sou. ces of information. Discussion of 
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rdtnu) ( DMSiderdt ions and practice rating items through the use of written 
fxai.ipK^s, video tapes, and classrooia prjctice vas used extensively. Using lES 
required inaking global, integrative judgments; therefore, training involved much 
iliSLUssion and viewing of videotapes. A major focus of training was to learn to 
describe rather than evaluate or judge instruction. 

Training was shared by four project staff members. Two weeks of half-day 
trainiruj sessions were required to cover the material presented in the manual. 
This was followed by two to three days of additional practice coding within 
act ud I cl assroofPS . 

f)dtd collection occurred between Ncvember and Ma^, . Students were observed 
on iwu consecutive days in their special education classes. Two 45-minute 
uhscrvaLions on consecutive ddys were requested. The a/erage length of the 
special education class observation was 43 minutes for day 1 (range = 10 to 90 
iMin) and 44 finnutes for day 2 (range = 15 to 90 min). ID, EBD and 10 EMR 
sluiliMits were served in resource rooiiis. The remaining EMR students (N = 20) 
were served in one of five self-contained classrooms, ^our of the five self- 
cont^nned classrooms were cross categorical placements. 

Tne preferred data collection sequence was completion of two classroom 
ol)Sfrval ions, student interview, and teacher interview. The student interview 
wa> LuiKUJClpd as close in time to completion of the observation as possible to 
reduce student forgetting about the observed lesson. Variations from this 
sequence were due to classroom scheduling difficulties and teacher preferences. 
In inosl cases, the teacher and student interviews were conducted on the day of 
the second observation. In some cases, to meet teacher schedules, teacher 
interviews were conducted before school on the day after the second observation. 
Ihe ddLa collector rated each statement on lES after all observations and 
interviews were completed. 

1 
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All observations and interviews were scheduled at the teacher's convenience 
and Lhe student's name was revealed to the classroom teacher at the time of 
scheduling. Revealing the student's identity may bias the results in a positive 
direction. Teachp'^s were told that we were interested in how different kinds of 
students respond to instruction and were asked to respond typically during the 
classroom observations. Teachers introduced the data collectors by explaining 
they were here to see what second, third, or fourth graders do in school. 
AUtiough the observers were never told the student's classification or level of 
service, it was nnpossible to keep observers blind about the designation as the 
hand i capped . 
Inter-rater Ag^r^eement 

Eighteen checks for inter-rater agreement were conducted throughout the 
study. Two observers were present for all parts of the data collection process 
(observations ^nd interviews). Inter-rater agreement wab computed in two ways: 
grouped and exact. Grouped inter-rater agreement was calculated by combining 
ratings of "1" and "2" and by combining ratings of "3" and "4". Exact agreement 
did not involve combining ratings. Since lES is a qualitative rating scale 
requiring the data collector to make global, integrative judgments about a 
complex area, the minimum desired inter-rater agreement was 50% on exact items 
and 7d7o on grouped items. The average agreement on exact was 60% (range = 35% 
to 85%) and on grouped was 84% (range = 70 to 95%). 

To maintain adequate levels of inter-rater agreement throughout the study, 
trie observers discussed their areas of disagreement after each inter-rater 
agreement cneck. This discussion occurred the same day, outside the school 
seL 1 1 ng . In addi t ion, semi -monthly meet i ng«^ i nvol v i ng all observers were hel d 
to discuss coding problems and disagreements. 
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Arhily^is 

lor Jala analysis purposes, instructional clusters were formed and an 
atiaptdtion was made to handle the NA and ? ratings. The 40 items describing 
aspects or instruction on the lES were grouped into six instructional clusters 
on <i theoretical and conceptual, rathe^ than empirical, basis. The number of 
suDjects was not large enough to factor analyze a 40 item scale. 

Int' SIX instructional clusters used in data analysis were: Instructional 
Planniny, Instructional Presentation, Checking for Student Understanding, Task 
Relevance, Practice, and Feedback. The categorization of individual items into 
tnu si< instructional clusters is provided in Table 2. A brief description of 

("luster follows. 

• Instructional Planning: Five items describe critical aspects of 
instructionaT' planning, such as instructional match, curriculum 
sequence, goals, acceptable standards of performance, and classroom 
management procedures . 

• I ^i^truct iqnal _Pj;^(^eraa^ Twelve items describe important aspects 
of developing and presenting an effective lesson, including 
instructional clarity (e.g., cues, modeling, clearly stated goals), 
opportunities for a student to respond, appropriate use of 
motivational techniques, and a well-paced lesson. 

• CnecKiny for Student Unders tanding : Eight items describe important 
aspects' of'checklng student ■ /^derstanding of how to perform the task 
accurately and monitoring ; ,r:jnt oerformance to ensure attention 
and progress toward achieve': . ^structional goals. 

• Task Relevance: Six ite .. irr important aspects of providing 
an acadYini'calTy relevant ic the student, including congruence 
between the lesson vp;dnation and practice activity, 
appropriateness of success rate, adequacy of student understanding, 
and adequate academic engaged time. 

• Practice: Four items describe important aspects of practice 
acfiviTies, including amount of practice, variety and type of 
practice, and inforination on homework assignments. 

• Feedback : F i ve i tems descr i be important aspects of f eedbac!' 
fncrudTng speci F ici ty and frequency, use of corrective procedures, 
and communication to the student. 
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Table 2 

lES Items Categorized into Six Instructional Factors 



Instruct i_0JldJ__P Id nn in g 

• There is a good match between student's instructional needs and instruction 
del 1 vered. 

• There is a logical sequence to instruction. 

• Tfie goals of instruction are clear and specific. 

• The expectations for student performance are clear and specific. 

• Classroom management procedures allow for efficient use of instructional time 
for the student. 

Instructional Present at ion 



• An adequate overview of the lesson is given. 

• The student is provided with cues, verbal explanations, demonstrations, 
concrete xamples, and/or generalizations. 

• Verbal explanation specifies what the student is to think about when solving 
problems or performing the assigned task. 

• Initial student instruction is characterized by a high frequency of teacher 
questions arid active student participation. 

• During the lesson presentation the goals of instruction are clearly 
communicated . 

• Task directions are clear, understandable, and provide sufficient detail. 

• The student is expected to be an active and involved learner. 

• The student is informed of why the lesson is important. 

• Trie instructional environfnent is positive, relaxed, and characterized by a lot 
ot" teacher interest for what is being taught. 

• Special motivational techniques are implemented to foster student achievement. 

• During lesson presentation, the student's attention is gained and maintained. 

• Tne pacing of the lesson facilitates student attention. 

Criecking for Student Understanding 

• Tne student demonstrates the ability to perform the skills/content taught 
before beginning independent practice. 

• When given practice, the first items of the task are checked by the teacher. 

• During practice, any error found by the teacher is re-done under the teacher's 
supervi sion. 

• The student is asked to explain his/her answer or the process being used. 

• Seatwork is actively monitored by the teacher. 

• During seatwork, the teacher ensures the student's attention is maintained. 

• Records are maintained of the student's progress toward mastery of specific 
objectives . 

• Student perfonnance data are used to make subsequent instructional decisions. 
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Fab 1 V r' (conL iriurd ) 



Task RelcWdnce 

• 1 rulopendent student practice is directly relevant to the lesson presentation 
or guided practice. 

• The student performs the assigned work independently at an appropriate success 
rate. 

• The student clearly understands why the assigned work is important. 

• The student understands the task directions in seatwork or practice exercises. 

• The student understands how to perform the assignment in seatwork or practice 
exerc i ses . 

• The Student works hard, spending Vttle time waiting for help, getting 
organized, or taUing about personal matters to other students or the teacher, 

Prdct ice 

• Ample opportunities exist for classroorn practice. 

• The skill/content taught is practiced in varied ways or with varied materials 
to facilitate generalizations. 

• Student practice of basic skills is continued to automaticity (90-100% 
accurate rapid responses). 

• floinework is assigned and reviewed with the student. 

Feeuodi k 

• Feedback is explicit regarding the accuracy/ i naccuracy of the student's 
responses. 

• Feedback is characterized by task-specific praise or encouragement, 

• Cor^^ctive feedback is provided through one or more of the following 
procedures: re-expl anation, re-explanation using a different approach 1f 
tfie student continues to have difficulty, modeling of correct process and 
reasoning, and provision of cues to the student, 

• Upon completion of an as ignment, the student receives immediate knowledge of 
resu Its. 

• The student is informed of progress toward mastery of the instructional 
objec 1 1 ves . 
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\ne two ratings, ? and NA's, were counted as missing items. If the total 
number of ifiissuuj items tor a student was more than five, the case was dropped 
from the analysis. Tins occurred for eight cases. If the total number of 
iinssing items was five or less, the mean for the scale was as^Jgned for each 
missing item. There was no instance where there was more than one missing item 
per instructional cluster. 

One way analysis of variance was used to test for differences in 
instructional clusters and total scores on the lES for different categories of 
studefits within the special education setting. A .05 level of significance was 
adopted for this analysis. The qualitative nature of instruction for 
handicapped students a^so was examined on an individual item level. A .01 
level of significance was adopted due to the large number of tests (i.e., 40 
one-way ANO^As). 

Results 

Re 1 1 al) 1 [^L^y _And_l_ysj_s 

Alpha reliability coefficients for the total scale and for each 
instructional cluster for LD, EBD, and EMR students in special education classes 
appears in Table 3. Coefficient alpha is an estimate of inter'nal consistency 
and provides a lower bound estimate of the theoretical composite reliability or 
coefficient of precision. With the exception of the Practice instructional 
cluster, the reliability coefficients were found to be quite high. The total 
score alpha coefficient is .90, indicating a high degree of internal 
consi stency. 
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Variable 



Table 3 

Alpha Reliability Coefficients for Students 
in Special Education Settings 



Special 
Education 
(n = 84)^ 



Total Scale 

CI uster 

Instructional Planning 

I nstruct lonal Pre sent at i on 

Checking for Student Understanding 

Task Relevance 

Pract ice 

Feedback 



.90 

.64 
.80 
.76 
.59 
.30 
.79 



^Jhe number of special education students is less than the total 
saiiif le because of missing items. 
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I- r eq u en c i_e _o _L^S _R a^t^i n g^5_ 

The percentages of students receiving each lES rating (1-4, NA, and ?) for 
LMCh instructional Factor are presented in Tables 4-9. These data are described 
in this section. 

l"iiri^'^^JonaJ__plj^nn^ The percentages of students receivinn each lES 

rating for individual items characterizing handicapped students' instructional 
planning are listed in Table 4. For all groups of students, most of the items 
were rated "very niucti like" or "somewhat like" the students' instruction. The 
range of responses across the five items for ID, EBD, and EMR was least for LD 
students and greatest for EBD students. The "can*t tell" (?) selection was used 
for the EBD group on three items: instructional match, instructional sequence, 
and class, w^m management procedures. 

I nstructional presentati on. The percentages for items in the instructional 
Presentation cluster are given in Table 5. Some aspects of presenting lessons 
to students occurred with a high frequency, some witn fairly even representation 
across the four lES ratings, and some with low frequency. For example, 
instruction was characterized by use of verbal explanations, demonstrations, 
and/or cues for students in all three groups. Clear comfnunication of the goals 
of instruction, however, occurred for some students and not others in each 
handicap category. An adequate overview of material occurred less often for all 
groups of students. LD and EMR students were most often not informed of why the 
lesson is impo>"tant, whereas, many EBD students were informed of the rationale 
for the lesson. The two additional ratings, NA and ?, were used only when 
rating instruction for EBD students. These ratings were used on 11 of 12 items 
characterizing the student's instructional presentation. They were not used in 
rating the use of special motivational strategies. 
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Table 4 

Porcentdge'j of !ES Ratings for Instructional Planning Items^ 



Individual 



ID 
(n=3u) 



EBD 
(n=32) 



EMR 

(n=30) 
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Match 

4 70.0 

3 30.0 

2 

I 

NA 

Logical sequence 

4 93.3 

3 6.7 

1 

NA 

? 

Goals of instruction 

4 86 . 7 
3 13.3 

1 

NA 

? 

Expectations for student performance 



4 36. 
3 13, 

c 

1 

NA 
? 



Mdiidgemont procedures 

4 53.3 

3 33.3 

^ 13.3 

1 

NA 



50 

31.3 
3.1 
3.1 

12.5 



62.5 
15.6 
6.3 
3.1 

12.5 



81.3 
12.5 

6.3 



71.9 
9.4 

15.6 
3.1 



46.9 
12.5 
9.4 
9.4 

21.9 



66.7 
23.3 
3.3 
6.7 



80.0 
20.0 



80.0 
16.7 
3.3 



86.7 
10.0 
3.3 



66.7 
23.3 
6.7 
3.3 



^lES ratings include 4 = very much like, 3 = somewhat like, 2 = 
not much like, 1 = not at all like the student's instruction, NA 
- not applicable, and ? = can't tell. 

tiSoe Table 2 for exact wording of items. 
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Table 5 

I'ercentages of I^iS Ratings for Instructional Presentation Items^ 



Individual LD EBD EMR 

Iteinb (n=30) (n = 32) (n=30) 



Adequate overview 

4 20.0 21.9 3.3 

3 20.0 15.6 26.7 

2 23.3 18.8 40.0 

1 36.7 25.0 40.0 

NA 

? 18.8 

Cues, explanations, etc. 

4 46.7 59.4 40.0 

3 43.3 21.9 43.3 

2 3.3 10.0 

1 6.7 6.7 

NA 

? 18.8 

Verbal explantion of what to think about 

4 43.3 34.4 26.7 

3 23.3 25.0 26.7 

2 16.7 15.6 16.7 

1 16.7 6.3 30.0 

NA 

? 18.8 

Teacher questions and active student participation 

4 66.7 56.3 63.3 

3 23.3 21.9 26.7 

2 10.0 3.3 

1 3.1 6.7 

NA 

? 18.8 

Goals coiiiniuni Gated 

4 33.3 31.3 30.0 

3 26.7 18.8 13.3 

2 23.3 9.4 16.7 
1 16.7 18.8 40.0 

NA 

? 18.8 

BLANK 3.1 
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Table 5 (cont'd) 



hidividudl I.D EBD EMR 

Itoinb (n=30) (n = 32) (n=30) 



Task directions 

4 86.7 62.5 76.1 

? 13.3 6.3 13.3 

2 9.4 

1 10.0 

NA 3.1 

? 18.8 

Student expected to be active and involved 

4 86.7 68.8 83.3 

3 13.3 12.5 16.7 

2 — - 3.1 

1 — - 3.1 

NA 

? 12.5 

Student inforined why lesson is important 

4 13.3 34.4 6.7 

3 13.3 15.6 6.5 

2 16.7 6.3 23.3 

1 56.7 25.0 63.3 

NA 

? 18.8 

Classroom environment 

4 73.3 62.5 53.3 

3 23.3 9.4 33.3 

2 3.3 6.3 10.0 

1 3.1 3.3 

NA 

? 18.8 

Special mot i vational techniques 

4 40.0 65.5 60.0 

3 40.0 12.5 26.7 

2 13.3 9.4 6.7 
1 6.7 12.5 6.7 
NA 
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Table 5 (cont'd) 



Individual LD FBD EMR 

Itemb (n=30) (n=32) (n=30) 



Student attention gained and maintained 



4 


24 


80.0 


20 


62.5 


23 


76.7 


3 


5 


16.7 


5 


15.6 


5 


16.7 


2 






1 


3.1 


2 


6.7 


1 


1 


3.3 










NA 




















6 


18.8 






Pacing of 


1 esson 












4 


18 


60.0 


14 


43.8 


17 


56.7 


3 


9 


30.0 


9 


28.1 


9 


30.0 


2 


3 


10.0 


2 


6.3 


2 


6.7 


1 










2 


6.7 


NA 




















7 


21.9 






^lES ratings include 4 


= very 


much like. 


3 = somewhat like. 


2 = 


not much 


like, 1 = not 


at all 


like the 


student ' s 


instruction, NA 



= not applicable, and ? = can't tell. 
^See Table 2 for exact wording of items. 
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Check inq_f or student understanding . The percentages for ratings on 
individual items comprising the Checking for Student Understanding cluster are 
in Table 6. While the range of lES responses for each item is 1 to 4 for each 
category of student, EMR students* frequency of 1 and 2 ratings ("not much like" 
or "not at all like") is higher than for LD or EBD students. The NA and ? 
responses were used most often with EBD students. T' j NA rating was used with 
comparable frequency for LD, EBD, and EMR students on the item measuring error 
correction by the teacher. The "NA" rating means that these students did not 
make an error during practice time. 

Task relevance. The percentages for individual items within the Task 
Relevance cluster are presented in Table 7. The freqjencies of 3 and 4 ratings 
("somewhat like" and "very much liki") were the highest for each group of 
students on the six items, with the exception of the EMR group on the items 
describing the student's success rate and understanding of the rationale for the 
assigned work. Only about one-half of the EMR students completed assigned work 
with an appropriate success rate or understood why the work was important. The 
two additional ratings, NA and ?, were used most often with the EBD group. 

Practice. The percentages for individual items in the Practice cluster are 
shown in Table 8. ^ the four items characterizing instructional practice, 
three of the items are rated most often as characteristic (ratings of 3 or 4) of 
LD, FBD, and EMR students' instruction. Homework is assigned and reviewed with 
LD, FBD, and EMR students ^frequently; of the three handicap groups, EMR 
students most often had homework that was reviewed. The NA and ? ratings were 
must often used with EBD students. 

Feedback. The percentages of lES ratings for individual items in the 
Feedback cluster are in Table 9. For all groups of students, the most frequent 
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Trble 6 

Percentages of lES Ratings for Chc;cking 
for Student Understanding Items^ 



Individual LD EBO EMR 

Itemb (n=30) (n=32) (n=30) 



Student demonstrates before independent practice 

4 60.0 28.1 40.0 

3 20.0 28.1 23 3 

2 10.0 3.1 3.3 

1 6.7 12.5 30.0 

NA 

? 3.3 28.1 '.3 

First practice items checked by teacher 

4 66.7 46.9 46.7 

3 16.7 6.3 10.0 

2 10.0 6.3 13.3 

1 3.3 18.8 30.0 

NA 

? 3.3 21.9 

Errors re-done under teacher supervision 

4 50.0 28.1 33.3 

3 13.3 6.3 10.0 

2 3.1 13.3 

1 6.7 3.1 13.3 
NA 26.7 37.5 30.0 
? 3.3 21.9 

Student asked to explain 

4 50.0 28.1 20.0 

3 10.0 21.9 16.7 

2 23.3 12.5 20.0 

1 16.7 15.6 43.3 

NA 

? 21.9 

Seatwork actively monitored 

4 80.0 50.0 ^6.7 

3 20.0 6.3 ?5.7 

2 -- 6.3 16.7 

1 15.6 20.0 

NA 

? 21.9 
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Table 6 (cont'd) 



I (id I V I dua 1 
I temb 



LD 

(n=30) 



EBD 
(n=32) 



(n=30) 



Student atte.ition mai nta i ned 

4 73.3 53.1 43.3 

3 23.3 15.6 36.7 

2 3.3 3.1 10.0 

1 3.1 10.0 

NA 

? 25.0 

Ri'cofds of student progress 

4 m.O 87.5 90.0 

3 13.3 6.3 10.0 

2 3.3 

1 3.3 3.1 

NA 

? 3.1 

Perf oriiiance data used to make decisions 

4 76.7 43.8 96.7 

3 6.7 12.5 3.3 

2 6.7 3.1 

1 --- 3.1 

NA 



dlES Ratings include 4 = very much like, 3 = somewhat like, 2 = 
not much like, 1 = not at all like the student's instruction, NA 
- not applicable, and ? = can't tell. 

'JSee Table 2 for exact wording of items. 
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Percentages of lES Ratings for Task Relevance Items^ 



25 



Individual LD EBD EMR 

Itemb (n=30) (n=32) (n=30) 



Practice directly relevant to lesson 

4 76.7 43.8 80.0 

3 6.7 12.5 13.3 

2 6.7 6.3 

1 12.5 3.3 

NA 

? 10.0 25.0 3.3 

Appropriate success rate 

4 60.0 21.9 36.7 

3 20.0 6.3 16.7 

2 3.3 9.4 23.3 

1 6.7 9.4 20.0 
NA 10.0 31.3 3.3 
? 21.9 

Understands why assigned work is important 

4 30.0 25.0 10.0 

3 26.7 34.4 23.3 

2 13.3 3.1 20.0 

1 30.0 18.0 46.7 

NA 

? 18.8 

Understands task directions 

4 70.0 53. i 56.7 

3 23.3 25.0 26.7 

2 6.7 — - 10.0 

1 — - 6.7 

NA 

? — - 21.9 

Understands how to perform assignment 

4 70.0 50.0 46.7 

3 20.0 25.0 40.0 

2 6.7 — - 6.7 
1 3.3 3.1 6.7 
NA 

? 21.9 
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Table 7 (cont'd) 



Imlividual LD EBD EMR 

Uemb (n=30) (n=32) (n=30) 



Little time waiting, etc. 



4 


60.0 


37.5 


43.3 


3 


23.3 


25.0 


26.7 


2 


10.0 


9.4 


13.3 


1 


6.7 


6.3 


16.7 


NA 








7 




21.9 





^lES ratings include 4 = very much like, 3 = somewhat like, 2 = 
not much like, 1 = not at all like the student's instruction, NA 
- not applicable, and ? = can't tell. 

^See Table 2 for exact wording of items. 



Table 8 

Frequencies of lES Ratings for Practice Items^ 



Individual LO EBO EMR 

Itemsb (n=30) (n=32) (n=30) 



Classroom practice opportunities 

4 86.7 56.3 80.0 

3 10.0 25.0 16.7 

2 3.3 3.1 13.3 

1 6.3 

NA 

? 9.4 

Varied practice or materials 

4 73.3 37.5 46.7 

3 20.0 34.4 46.7 

2 6.7 6.3 6.7 

1 15.6 

NA 

? — - 6.3 

Practice continued to automaticity 

4 70.0 21.9 40.0 

3 16.7 3.1 16.7 

2 6.7 3.1 6.7 

1 6.3 16.7 

NA 6.7 62.5 16.7 

? 3.1 3.3 

Homework assigned and reviewed 

4 9.4 10.0 

3 3.3 3.1 16.7 

2 3.3 12.5 20.0 
1 93.3 75.0 53.3 
NA 



^lES ratings include 4 = very much like, 3 = somewhat like, 2 = 
not much like, 1 = not at all like the student's instruction, NA 
= not appMcable, and ? = can't tell. 

'^See Table ? for exact wording of items. 
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ratings were 3 or 4 for the five items characterizing instructional feedback. 
The two additional ratings, NA and ?, were used most often with EBD students. 
Cat e g^c) r ical Differences for Instructional Clusters . 

One way analyses of variance were used to compare i'^struct ional differences 
for LD, EBD, and EMR students on the six instructional clusters and total score 
lES ratings. Means, standard deviations, and ranges for instructional clusters 
and total lES scores for these groups of students are presented in Table 10. 
The mean ratings for all groups of students were at the high end of the four 
point scale, suggesting that instruction is "somewhat like" or "very much like" 
each of the instructional clusters assessed. There were no differences in 
Instructional Planning, Practice, or Feedback for LD, EBD, and EMR students 
taught in special education settings. 

Signifi':ant differences between the three groups of handicapped students 
emerged on three of the six instructional clusters and on the lES total score. 
EMR students were rated the lowest on Instructional Presentation, Checking for 
Student Understanding, Task Relevance, and the total lES score. Post-hoc tests 
using the Student-Newman-Keul s procedure indicated that the Instructional 
Presentation cluster was rated significantly higher for EBD students than for 
EMR students, F (2, 81) = 3.45, p < .04. LD, EBD, and EMR students' means for 
individual items coipprising the Instructional Presentation cluster are listed in 
Table 11. The Checking for Student Understanding cluster was rated 
significantly higher for LD and EBD students than for EMR students, £ (2, 81) = 
6.43, p < .01 (see Table 10). LD, EBD, and EMR students' means for individual 
items comprising the Checking for Student understanding cluster are shown in 
Table 12. The Task Relevance cluster was rated significantly higher for LD 

""^ 
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Table 9 

Frequency of lES Ratings for Feedback Items^ 

Individual LD EBO EMR 

Iteinsb (n=30) (n=32) (n=30) 



Explicit about accuracy 



4 76.7 62.5 63.3 

3 16.7 12.5 10.0 

2 6.7 6.3 20.0 

1 6.7 

NA 

? — - 18.8 

Task-specific praise 

< 80.0 62.5 50.0 

3 10.0 9.4 36.7 

2 6.7 9.4 10.0 

1 3.3 3.3 

NA 

? — - 18.8 

Corrective feedback 

4 46.7 46.9 43.3 

3 33.3 18.8 20.0 

2 3.3 3.1 3.3 

1 6.7 10.0 

NA 10.0 12.5 20.0 

? — - 18.8 

BLANK 3.3 

Immediate knowledge of results 

4 93.3 75.0 93.3 

3 3.3 12.5 6.7 

1 3.3 12.5 

NA 

? 

Student informed of progress 

4 60.0 78.1 53.3 
3 30.0 12.5 40.0 

2 6.7 6.3 6.7 
1 3.3 3.1 

NA 



3IES ratings include 4 = very much like, 3 = somewhat like, 2 = 
not much like, 1 = not at all like the student's instruction, NA 
= not applicable, and ? = can't tell. 

bSee Table 2 for exact wording of items. 
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Table 10 

InslrucLional Differences by Category in Special Education Classrooms^ 



Tn.f. . , .1 . '-^ EMR Significance 

Instructional Cluster (n = 30) (n = 24) (n = 30) Levelb 



.41 .48 



.53 



SO 



.43 .56 .63 



ns 



Instructional Planning 

L 3.6 3.7 

.26 .50 .39 

3.0-4.0 2.4-4.0 2.4-4.0 

Instructional Presentation 

L 3.2 3.4 3.0 .036 



'^•^"ye 2.3-3.8 2.3-4.0 1.3-3.4 

Checking for Student Understanding 

L 3.5 3.4 3.0 .003 



^^^"96 2.4-4.0 2.3-4.0 1.8-4.0 

Task Relevance 

3.4 3.2 3.0 .013 

R3"9e 2.3-4.0 2.0-4.0 1.7-4.0 

Pract ice 



ns 



ns 



5 3.1 2.9 3.0 

S» .28 .53 .50 

^^^^^ 2.3-3.5 2.0-4.0 2.0-3.8 

Feedback 

J„ 3.6 3.7 3.5 

S» .56 .47 .56 

•^■^"y^ 1.8-4.0 2.4-4.0 2.0-4.0 

Total Score 

J„ 3.4 3.4 3.2 .024 

.29 .40 .43 

R^"gp 2.6-3.9 2.5-3.9 2.2-3.7 



^Categories are: LD = learning disabled, EBD = emotional ly/behaviorally 
disturbed, EMR = educable mentally retarded. 
DSignif icance levels are from one-way Anova (df = 2,81). 
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Table 11 

Instructional Presentation Items for LD, EBD, and EMR Students 
in Special Education Settings^ 



^ ID EBD EMR 

Individual Items" (n = 30) (n = 24) (n = 30) 



/ 

An adequate overview of the lesson is given. 


2.2 


2.4 


1.9 


The student is provided with cues, verbal 
explanations, demonstrations, concrete 
examples, and/or generalizations. 


3.3 


3.8 


3.2 


Verbal explanation specifies what the student 
is to think about when solving problems or 
performing the assigned task. 


2.9 


3.1 


2.5 


Initial student instruction is characterized 
by a high frequency of teacher questions 
and active student participation. 


3.6 


3.6 


3.5 


During the lesson presentation the goals of 
instruction are clearly communicated. 


2.8 


2.8 


2.3 


Task directions are clear, understandable, 

aim JJiUVlUc jUII il-icUL UcLdll. 


3.9 


3.8 


3.6 


The student is expected to be and active 
anc* involved learner. 


3.9 


3.8 


3.8 


The student is informed of why the lesson 
is important. 


1.8 


2.6 


1.6 


The instructional environment is positive, 
relaxed, and characterized by a lot of 
teacher interest for what is being taught. 


3.7 


3.6 


3.4 


Special motivational techniques are 

implemented to foster student achievement. 


3.1 


3.6 


3.4 


During lesson presentation, the student's 
attention is gained and maintained. 


3.7 


3.7 


3.7 


The pacing of the lei. jn facilitaties 


3.5 


3.4 


3.4 



Student attention. 



^Categories are: LD = learning disabled, EBD = emotional ly/behavioral ly 
disturbed, EMR = educable mentally retarded. 

^Entries are for individual items comprising Instructional Presentation cluster. 
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students than for EMR students, F (2, 81) = 4.60 p < .02 (see Table 10). LO, 
KHI), and EMR students' means for individiial items comprising the Task Relevance 
cluster are listed in Table 13. The total score on lES was rated significantly 
higher for LD and EBD students than for EMR students, F (2, 81) = 3.91, p < .03 
(see Table 10). In sum, differences in the qualitative nature of instruction 
occurred between EMR students and 10 or EBD students. There were no differences 
in instruction between LD and EBD students. 

One way analyses of variance were used to identify differences between the 
three handicap groups on jach of the 40 lES items. A .01 level of significance 
was adopted because of the large number of tests run. Post-hoc tests using the 
Student-Newman-Keu 1 s procedure indicated differences betv^een the groups for the 
five lES items in Table 14. The differences may be influenced by the content of 
special education lessons in that EBD students were most often observed in 
social skills group. Thus, the lesson naturally emphasized "whys" while 
teaching appropriate behavior through discussion and role playing. This setting 
resulted in little active monitoring of seatwork, no practice of skills to the 
point of automati ci ty , and difficulties in rating success rates for individual 
students. LD students had a lower rating on the homework item, which could mean 
eith(?r that they recieved fewer homework assignments or that the homework 
assignnie?its they received were not reviewed. 
Var labi 1 1 ty 

Altnough the average ratings for all groups of students on each 
instructional cluster were high, there was remarkable variability for each group 
(see Table 10). With the exception of the Practice and Feedback clusters, the 
ranges are greatest for the EMR students. Variability was the smallest for LD 



33 



Table 12 



Checking for Student Understanding Items for ID, EBD, and EMR Students in 

Special Education Settings^ 



Individual Items 



LD 

(n = 30) 



EBD EMR 
(n = 24) (n = 30) 



The student demonstrates the ability to perform 3.4 
the skills/content taught before beginning 
independent practice- 
When given practice, the first items of the 3.5 
task are checked by the teacher. 

During practice, any error found by the teacher 3.5 
is re-done under the teacher's supervision. 

The student is asked to explain his/her 2.9 
answer or the process being used. 

Seatwork is actively monitored by the teacher. 3.8 

During seatwork, the teacher ensures the 3.7 
student's attention is maintained. 

Records are maintained of the student's 3.7 
progress toward mastery of specific 
objectives. 

Student performance data are used to make 3.8 
subsequent instructional decisions. 



3.1 

3.1 

3.4 

2.9 

3.3 
3.6 

3.9 
3.8 



2.8 

2.7 

3.0 

2.1 

2.8 
3.1 

3.9 
4.0 



^Categories are: LO = learning disabled, EBD = emotional ly/behavioral ly 
disturbed, EMR = educable mentally retarded. 

^Entries are for individual items comprising the Checking for Student 
Understanding cluster. 
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fable 13 

Task Relevance I terns for LD, EBD, and EMR Students in Special Education Settings 



LD EBD EMR 

Individual Itemsb (n = 30) (n = 24) (n = 30) 



Independent student practice is directly 
relevant to the lesson presentation or 
guided practice. 

The student performs the assigned work 
independently at an appropriate 
success rate. 

The student clearly understands why the 
assigned work is important. 

The student understands the task directions 
in seatwo-^k or practice exercises. 

The student understands how to perform the 
assignment in seatwork or practice 
exerci ses . 

The student works hard, spending little 
time waiting for help, getting organized, 
or talking about personal matters to 
other students or the teacher. 



Categories are: LD = learning disabled, EBD = emotional ly/behaviorally 
disturbed, EMR = educable mentally retarded. 

Entries are for individual items comprising the Task Relevance cluster. 



3.8 3.3 3.7 

3.5 3.1 2.7 

2.6 2.7 2.0 
3.6 3.7 3.3 
3.6 3.5 3.3 

3.4 3.2 3.0 



Table 14 

Significant Instructional Differences for Handicapped Students 



lES Item 


LD 


EBD 


EMR 




The student is informed by 
the lesson is important. 


1.8 


2.6 


1.6 


EBD>LD,EMR 


Seatwork is actively 
monitored by the teacher. 


3.8 


3.3 


2.8 


LD>EBD,EMR 


The student performs the 
assigned work at an 
appropriate success rate. 


3.1 


1.7 


2.6 


EMR,LD>EBD 


Student practice of basic 
skills is continued to 
automaticity (90-100% 
accurate rapid responses). 


3.4 


1.5 


2.4 


LD>EMR 
LD,EMR>EBD 


Homework is assigned and 
reviewed with the student. 


1.1 


1.6 


1.8 


EBD,FMR>LD 



^Entries are mean ratings for handicapped students on items. Results 
are from one way anovas (df = 2,81) with .01 as the criterion used for 
significance. 
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students on the Instructional Planning cluster. The variability for the three 
handicap groups is illustrated in Figure 1. Clearly, each handicapped student, 
regardless of categorical designation, has a unique instructional experience. 

Discussion 

The purpose of this study was to describe the qualitative nature of 
instruction for LO, EBD, and EMR students in special education settings, and to 
identify instructional differences in special education for the three handicap 
groups. In general, the average ratings on the instructional clusters were high 
for all groups, indicating that handicapped students' instruction reflected 
principles of effective instruction. However, relatively high average ratings 
may be less than is needed for special instruction for students with handicaps. 
Handicapped students probably need more consistently to have their instruction 
be "very much like" (a rating of "4") effective instruction rather than only 
"somewhat like" (a rating of "3") effective instruction. Thus, the high ratings 
obtained in this study still may not be high enough. 

Overall, there were few differences in special education instruction as a 
function of categorical desiqnation. Instruction was rated similarly for LD and 
EBD students; differences in ratings were for EMR students only. Of 18 possible 
areas of difference (i.e., 6 instructional clusters and 3 handicap groups), four 
differences were found. EMR students' instruction was rated lower on checking 
for student understanding than was instruction for both ID and EBD students, 
lower on instructional presentation than was instruction for EBD students and 
lower [)n task relevance than was instruction for LD students. Thus, the degree 
to wnich instruction was characterized by an explicit lesson explanation with 
substantive teacher-student interaction, followed by adequate success on an 
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Figure 1. Variability in Ratings on lES Clusters for Three Groups 
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acddeiiiically relevant task with sufficient teacher monitoring and frequent 
checkuig for s^"dent understanding was lower for EMR students. It appears that 
there are di. Terences in the "meat" of instruction, rather than in the more 
inechdMical, or perhaps thoroughly trained, aspects of instruction. All 
students' instruction, regardless of categorical designation, was similar i.i 
determining the students' instructional needs (i.e.. Instructional Planning), 
kinds and amount of practice (i.e., Practice), and frequency and explicitness of 
feedback (i.e.. Feedback). The difference fs,r EMR students' instruction lies in 
the prescriptive anr< nteractive aspects of instruction. 

Explaining the instructional differences for EMR students is difficult. 
Perhapb the differences are due to perceived student characteristics, 
specifically degree of learninvj problem reflected in students' observed learning 
rates. Many individuals assume that EMR students learn at a r -h slower rate 
than LD and EBD students. It may be that EMR students' instruction is 
influenced by teacher expectations or perceptions about the learning potential 
of the student. This possibility is supported by Rolison and Medway's (1985) 
finding that teachers express higher expectations for students with learning 
disabilities compared to students with mental retardation. In conjunction with 
this, teachers' beliefs ir their abilities to instruct students, particularly 
slow progressing or low performing students, has been found in teacher efficacy 
research to be related to instructional effectiveness (Ashton & Webb, 1986; 
Berinan & McLaughlin, 1977 ). We do not know what has contributed to the lower 
ratings for the EMR students on three critical instructional variables; however, 
we do know the : these variables are particularly important for increasing 
students' academic engaged and responding times, both of which are positive 
correlates of academic achievement (Anderson, 1984; Brophy, 1986; Good, 1983). 
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What IS clear is that EMR students' instructional time needs further 
investigation. We would suggest that intervention-focused research with this 
group on proper use of instructional time aimed at improving student aptitudes 
(Carroll, 1984) would be a worthwhile endeavor. 

One of the most striking findings of this study was the considerable 
variability for the three handicap groups on the qualitative aspects of 
instruction. Clearly, instruction for students within the same categorical 
designation is not similar. Also, placement in special education does not mean 
instruction is similar nor that placement in special education provides the 
needed intervention. One ID student's instruction was rated "n^^^ much like" on 
checking for student understanding, while another LD student's instruction was 
rated as "very much like" on checking for student understanding. One EMR 
student's instruction was rated as "not at all like" on Task Relevance while 
another EMR student's instruction was rated as "very much like" on Task 
Relevance. These kinds of differences in instruction, particularly if they 
happen day after day, result in differences in students' opportunity to learn 
and performance levels. A comparison of the ranges for LD, EBD, and EMR 
students' ratings on the six instructional clusters (see Table 10 or Figure 1) 
suggests that within group variability is as great as between group variability. 
Our data suggest that educators must analyze the instructional environments for 
individual students by accounting for the presence or absence of principles of 
effective instruction. 

The value of classifying students is questioned. There are handicapped 
students, and regardless of categorical designation, these students need to be 
taught effectively. Our findings suggest that these students, regardless of 
categorical designation, have different instructional experiences. In some 
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cases, the instructional experiences result in less effective instructional 
environments. The instructional clusters, which provide measures of the 
instructional environment for individual students, are variables identified by 
the literature as important for promoting active responding times for 
handicapped students (Ysseldyke, Christenson, & Thurlow, 1987). We contend that 
educators need to move beyond categorization issues to instructional 
intervention issues. Educators' time could be better spent in determining how 
to teach individual students by monitoring the effectiveness of instruction for 
the student*:, progress and performance. The variability within each of the 
handicap groups on the instructional environment measure suggests to us a need 
to attend more fully to individual differences. There are handicapped students 
and each handicapped student's instructional experience is unique. Educators 
need to be concerned about improving student aptitudes for learning through 
proper use of time for each student. 
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